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PROCEEDTINGS
DECEMBER 19, 2013 10:08 a.-m.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Good morning.
Let"s start the Business Meeting with the Pledge
of Allegiance.

(Whereupon, the Pledge of Allegiance was

recited In unison.)

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, so in terms
of the order for today’s agenda, we won’t have
anything under Item 2, and I’m going to take up
Item 5 before Item 3. So with that, let’s go to
the Consent Calendar.

COMMISSIONER DOUGLAS: Move the Consent
Calendar.

COMMISSIONER SCOTT: Second.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: AlIl those 1in

favor?
(Ayes.) This i1tems passes unanimously.
CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Let’s go on to
Item 4 — or, excuse me, ltem 5, which is the

California Energy Demand 2014-2024 Final
Forecast, and this is a consideration of the
remainder portions. Chris Kavalec, please.

MR. KAVALEC: Good morning. I’m Chris
Kavalec from the Demand Analysis Office, and by
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the time of the adoption of our forecast at last
week’s business meeting, we and Southern
California Edison had some unresolved differences
with regard to their Peak Forecast, or more
specifically, the proper value to use for a 2013
Weather Normalized Peak for the Southern
California Edison Transmission Access Charge or
TAC area. And the starting point is, of course,
important because the growth in peak is driven
off of that starting point.

So our forecast was basically adopted
minus the Edison Peak portion. Since then, 1iIn
the last week, we and Edison staff with the help
of CAISO have resolved these differences, and we
now have a new final peak forecast for Southern
California Edison, and we have a two-page write-
up that either has been posted already, or will
be posted today, and there are some copies on the
table outside. And what I will do today 1is
briefly summarize that write-up.

Southern California Edison had too many
concerns about our peak forecast, and the first
had to do with a possible data discrepancy
between the CAISO hourly loads that we use to
develop our normalized peak, and Edison’s own
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hourly load data. And California 1SO staff
looked into their hourly loads, reviewed how they
were put together, checked with their
consultants, who processed the data and found no
issues with regards to proper coverage of the
Edison TAC area. So Management directed staff
here to continue to use the Edison CAISO hourly
load data to do the weather normalization
analysis.

The other concern was with how the
weather normalization analysis was put together,
and Edison, as well as others, suggested a couple
of changes that we were comfortable with in
making 1n the analysis. The first had to do with
the historical period used to develop “average
weather” for normal weatherization analysis. We
agree to use a shorter historical period, 30
years instead of our typical 55 years,
recognizing that, with climate change, a more
recent historical period may be more reflective
of current and near future weather.

The other suggestion had to do with the
specification of the underlying regression that
supports the weather normalization analysis, and
we made a change In the specification. And these
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two changes together iIncrease the Edison TAC
Area, weather normalized peak for 13 by around
321 megawatts.

Now, when we go from an Edison TAC area
peak to a planning area peak, what are the
adjustments —- and the planning area peaks are
what we show most often In our forecast reports
-- one of the adjustments you have to make is to
subtract off estimated peak pumping loads from
the California Department of Water Resources. It
had been my understanding up until this point
that the pumping loads that CAISO provides us for
Southern California included only CDWR loads, but
during these same discussions we had with Edison
and CAI1SO, I discovered that those loads actually
include both Metropolitan Water District and
CDWR. So therefore, our estimated peak load for
pumping was too high. So we had to reduce the
CDWR estimated pumping loaded peak by around 200
megawatts.

Now what that means i1s that, when you’re
going from a TAC area to a Planning area, you’re
subtracting off a smaller number, and therefore
your planning area number is going to be higher.
So the SCE weather normalized 2013 planning area
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peak increases by 500 megawatts. The 320 from
the TAC adjustment plus the adjustment for DWR.
So to sum up, our starting point, our
2013 Weather Normalized Peak Forecast for the SCE
TAC increases by 321 megawatts, and the 2013 Peak
for the SCE Planning Area increases by 510
megawatts. And our forecast has changed,
rescaled to reflect those new starting points.
And I want to thank Edison and CAISO
staff for theilr cooperation and helping us
resolve these differences. One more thing about
this weather normalization process, we will
endeavor to come up with a consistent method
across the utilities so that we don”t run into
these analysis methodology issues in future
forecasts. And with that, 1711 turn it over to
the dais and thank you all for your patience.
CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Well, thank you.
Thanks for digging into this. This i1s sort of
the Scientist on the Commission and so I sort of
like to get things right. So, again, 1
appreciate that. I understand that we obviously
haven’t eliminated all of our differences from
Edison, we’ve made some progress, and certainly
appreciate your work on that item. I think
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Manuel Alvarez from Edison may have a few words?
I should also announce that the overflow room
across the hall is available for those of you who
want to be listening without standing.

MR. ALVAREZ: Good morning,
Commissioners. Manuel Alvarez, Southern
California Edison. I just have a few comments
1’d like to make and, first of all, let me
express my gratitude to the Commission and to the
staff, especially Chris and Sylvia and Kevin and
the CAI1SO. I think, you know, In this short
timeframe from last week, this was a major effort
to kind of dig into some information that perhaps
we could have discovered earlier, but we didn’t.
So | appreciate everybody’s effort. | know we’re
looking at the holiday schedule here, so I know 1
was impacting a few people at Edison, as well as
the 1SO, and I’m sure some folks here at the CEC.

But we actually support now the Energy
Commission’s forecast. I think there’s still
some differences iIn terms of some of the
weatherization, and those are matters in which we
will work on in the future and our Demand
Analysis Working Group will be looking at that.
So with that, 1°m pleased to recommend that you
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support the new forecast.

In terms of your question of what we
would recommend for consideration of analysis, |
guess where we end up now is kind of recommending
and advocating for the mid demand forecast and
the low to mid additional achievable energy
efficiency. However, we still feel that there is
some basis to support the Mid demand forecast, as
well as the Mid Additional Achievable Energy
Efficiency. So we’re still wrestling with that
internally, but at this juncture and the adoption
you’re having, we recommend that you adopt the
Low to Mid Additional Achievable Energy
Efficiency for future analysis that you’re going
to do.

The other item 1 want to bring to your
attention is we understand that the various
agencies, CAISO, CPUC and the CEC, will be doing
additional work based on this analysis, so what
we woulld like to recommend is that you perform
some of that analysis either on the scenario
work, or as an additional effort, that you look
at the one and 10 year Mid and Low Achievable
Energy Efficiency so that it can be at least
consistent with some of the assumptions under the
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LCR analysis and the current work under the TTTP
planning process at the 1SO. We know that’s work
that still has to be undertaken and we know there
IS discussion going on among the agencies of how
you proceed on that analysis. But at least at
this juncture we feel we can support the
Commission adopt the adjustments that Chris
offered. With that, 1 thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.
Commissioners, any questions or comments?

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: 1”11 just say
definitely happy to get this little hiccup
resolved and, you know, certainly as we get this
IEPR put to bed and we pass on to the next year’s
IEPR and subsequent forecast updates and full
forecast, we definitely want to sort of see this
coming earlier so we have a little more comfort
across the board with 1t. But certainly the
staff that figured this out in a week and came to
agreement is to be commended. So thanks Chris
and other parties for that.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: With that, |
would like to move that we adopt the Revised 2013
Weather Normalized Peaks for the Edison
Transmission Access Charge 1n Planning Areas

CALIFORNIA REPORTING, LLC
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recommended by staff, and that we direct staff to

make informing changes to the California Energy
Demand 2014-2024 Final Forecast to reflect these
revisions.

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: 1”11 second.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: All those in
favor?

(Ayes.) This 1tem also passes
unanimously. Thanks, Chris, for getting this
done.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: With that, let’s
go on to Item 3, Crimson Renewable Energy LP.
Possible approval of Agreement ARV-13-007 and
this 1s ARFVTP funding. And Phil Cazel, go
ahead.

MR. CAZEL: Good morning. My name 1is
Phil Cazel from the Emerging Fuels and
Technologies Office. I’m presenting Agreement
ARV-13-007 for possible approval to provide $5
million in Alternative and Renewable Fuel and
Vehicle Technology Program Funds to Crimson
Renewable Energy.

These funds will support a project to
expand the current production capacity and lower
the carbon intensity of biodiesel produced at
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their existing commercial fTacility in
Bakersfield, California. The facility currently
produces 10 million gallons of biodiesel per year
from used cooking oil, animal fats and waste corn
oils. These feedstocks are considered ultra-Ilow
carbon intensity and they produce clean burning
biodiesel, which is used for blending iInto
California’s transportation fuel market.

This project will expand and modify
several components of the existing facility to
remove known bottlenecks and improve the energy
efficiency of the production process.

The proposed changes will reduce overall
water consumption by 40 to 50 percent and improve
water recycling. This decreased water use, along
with improvements to the steam heat supply and
vacuum systems will reduce electricity and
natural gas consumption by 10-15 percent per
gallon of biodiesel produced.

Another key benefit of these improvements
IS a 14 percent reduction in the carbon intensity
of the resulting biodiesel from the current 14
grams to approximately 12 grams of CO;
equivalents per megajoule.

Upon completion, the facility will be
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able to produce approximately 17 million gallons

per year of certified ultra-low carbon iIntensity

biodiesel. This would be a 70 percent iIncrease

in plant capacity and an additional seven million

gallons per year. This biodiesel will displace
approximately 6.4 million gallons of diesel and
the equivalent of 76,000 metric tons of CO; per
year.

The Energy Commission will be providing
$5 million towards the total project cost of
$11,017,047, and will be matched by over
$6,017,000 from Crimson Renewable Energy. (g

approved, this project is expected to be

completed and fully operational within one year.

In accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, staff has
reviewed the San Joaquin Unified Air Pollution
Control District’s Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration, has no information
indicating that the environmental documentation
iIs inadequate, and has considered this Initial
Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration in
deciding whether to recommend approval of the
proposed agreement.

Staff 1s asking the Commission for two

CALIFORNIA REPORTING, LLC
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actions today: the first iIs to adopt the proposed
resolution determining that, with existing
mitigation as specified Iin the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, this project’s potential
environmental impacts will be less than
significant; and second, that the Commission
approve proposed Grant Award ARVO-3-007 1n the

amount of $5 million.

Crimson Renewable Energy’s President, Mr.

Harry Simpson, is here today, as well as myself
to answer any questions. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Mr. Simpson, do
you want to say a few words?

MR. SIMPSON: Yes, thank you. As Phil
noted, we’re the state’s largest biodiesel
producer in Bakersfield, California, and we make
ultra-low carbon biodiesel fuel that currently
takes -- he said 76,000 tons, so that’s like
23,000 vehicles coming off the road.

We”d like to thank the Energy Commission
and the Board and the State of California for
their support in our efforts to expand our
production and further reduce carbon iIntensity
and metric tons reduction in GHG equivalent. In
particular, 1 would like to thank Commissioner
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Scott for her support, and also to staff members
Jim McKinney, Tim Olsen, Bill Kinney, and Phil
Cazel for their support and working with us to
quickly complete the contract process.

We look forward to completing this

expansion and going up to 17 million gallons per

year as our Phase 1; we have a Phase 2 already 1n

the works that will take us to 22 million, and
look forward to inviting Commissioner Scott and
other members of the staff, and any other
Commissioners who would like to attend to our
ribbon cutting at the end of 2014. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.
Commissioners, any questions or comments for
staff or this gentleman?

COMMISSIONER SCOTT: Thank you, Harry,
for coming to join us today, and thank you, Phil
and team for your diligent work In getting this
so expeditiously before us here at the
Commission. I support this project. Were there
other questions? Okay, so I will move that we
adopt the proposed resolution and approve the
award.

COMMISSIONER DOUGLAS: Second.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, all those
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in favor?

(Ayes.) This i1item also passes
unanimously. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Let’s go to ltem
4, which is California Clean Energy Jobs Act -
2013 Program Implementation Guidelines.

Elizabeth Shirakh, please.

MS. SMITH: Good morning, Commissioners.
I’m Marsha Smith. I manage the local Assistance
and Financing Office of the Efficiency Division.
And 1°m responsible for the implementation of the
California Clean Energy Jobs Act, also known as
Proposition 39.

On November 6, 2012, in the Statewide
General Election, California voters passed
Proposition 39, the Clean Energy Jobs Act.
Proposition 39 added Division 16.3 commencing
with Section 26200 to the Public Resources Code.
It also added or amended Sections of the Revenue
and Taxation Code, which made changes to
Corporate Income Tax Code.

The projected revenue from these changes
is allocated to the General Fund and to the Job
Creation Fund for five fiscal years beginning
with Fiscal Year 2013-2014. Under the
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initiative, approximately $550 million annually
is available to be appropriated by the
Legislature for eligible projects to improve
energy efficiency and expand clean energy
generation.

In June 2013, the Legislature passed and
the Governor signed Senate Bill 73, which enabled
the Clean Energy Jobs Act and added to the Public
Resources Code commencing with Section 26220.
Senate Bill 73 appropriated Proposition 39
revenue, including $381 million in awards to
Local Educational Agencies, or LEAs, which
include County Offices of Education, School
Districts, Charter Schools, and State Special
Schools for energy efficiency and clean energy
projects; $47 million in awards to California
Community College Districts for energy efficiency
and clean energy projects; $28 million to the
Energy Commission for low interest and no
interest revolving loans for eligible energy
projects and technical assistance; $3 million to
the California Workforce Investment Board to
develop and implement a competitive grant program
for eligible workforce training organizations to
prepare disadvantaged youth, veterans, and others
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for employment in clean energy fTields.

In addition to Senate Bill 73
appropriation, the Governor’s 2013-2014 Budget
appropriated $5 million to the California
Conservation Corps to perform Energy Surveys and
other energy conservation related activities.

In Fiscal Years 2014-2015 through 2017-
2018, LEAs and Community Colleges will receive
allocations from the Clean Energy Job Fund when
funds are appropriated by the Legislature.
Public Resources Code 26235 requires the Energy
Commission to establish guidelines for the
California Clean Energy Jobs Act in consultation
with the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
the California Community Colleges, and Public
Utilities Commission. A revision to the
Governor’s Budget subsequently permitted the
Chancellor’s Office for the Community Colleges to
proceed separately with Guidelines for Fiscal
Year 2013-2014.

At the end of June 2013, the Energy
Commission established a Management Team to work
on the Proposition 39 Clean Energy Jobs Act
Guidelines. We also established an Interagency
Work Group, which includes the Department of
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Education, the Public Utilities Commission, the
Labor Agency, Workforce Investment Board,
Division of State Architect, and the California
Conservation Corps. Both groups have met almost
every week, bringing us to today where we are
presenting the Final Guidelines for your
consideration.

The process to produce this document
before you today has required numerous
intermediate steps. Even before the Guidelines
could be developed, 1nitial actions by the
Department of Education and the Energy Commission
were required to comply with the statute. These
included the notification prior to August 1,
2013, to small Local Educational Agencies of the
option to bundle two years” of funding,
establishing draft guidelines for LEAs to request
award funding for energy planning activities, and
notifying LEAs of the award reservation period
for planning activities and releasing the
requested awards.

In July and August, the Energy Commission
helped focus discussions with multiple
stakeholders and education associations to gain
input for the Draft Guidelines we were
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developing. In early September, the Energy
Commission distributed a first draft of the
Guidelines to members of the Interagency Work
Group for review and comments. The Energy
Commission revised the Guidelines based on this
input and, on September 27, 2013, posted the
Draft guidelines for public review and comment.

In October 2013, the Energy Commission
held five public meetings and three Webinars on
the Draft Guidelines to answer gquestions and
receive comments. These outreach efforts
resulted in a total of over 500 participants.
The Commission also opened the Docket and
received over 175 submittals prior to the close
of the public comment period.

In November 2013, Commission staff

organized the comments into subject areas,

reviewed the issues, and made recommendations for

Guidelines changes. The staff continued to
follow-up with commenters and to me when
clarification was required.

On November 15", the Energy Commission
posted Notice of the December 19" Business
Meeting, and on November 22"¢, posted the
Guidelines which were revised based on the
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Docketed public comments.

This brings us to the Guidelines which we
present to you today for consideration. Liz
Shirakh, the Proposition 39 Guidelines Project
Manager, will present the Guidelines and
highlight changes incorporated since the November
22"Y version. We have provided copies in
strikeout underline and a document summarizing
the changes. These were also posted on our Prop.
39 webpage this morning for those participating
via the Web. Liz.

MS. SCHIRAKH: Good morning,
Commissioners. My name is Elizabeth Shirakh from
the Local Assistance and Finance Office of the
Efficiency Division. I am the Project Manager
for the Proposition 39 Guidelines document.

For your consideration and possible
adoption, 1 will present an overview of the
Proposed Prop. 39 California Clean Energy Jobs
Act 2013 Program Implementation Guidelines,
referred to as “the Guidelines” from this point
forward In my presentation.

Before 1 start my presentation, 1 would
like to point out that staff has made some minor
modifications to the Draft Resolution that was
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posted, in part to accommodate the Energy
Commission’s adoption of changes to the published
Draft Final Guidelines at today’s Business
Meeting. A copy of the Amended Resolution i1s 1In
the package of Prop. 39 materials in the back of
the room.

To begin my presentation, 1°d like to
state that the majority of the Guidelines are
required in statute; as a result, it is truly a
balancing act designing a program with the right
equilibrium point between meeting the public
accountability requirements, ensuring energy
savings and job creations are documented, and
providing full transparency to the public, and
meeting the needs of local education agencies by
providing a simple program which is not overly
burdensome and provides funding for the much
needed energy projects in our California schools,
and job creation for our state.

My presentation will include an overview
of all sections of the Proposed Guidelines. |
will review the main components of each chapter,
but the majority of my presentation will focus on
Chapter 2, the Local Educational Agency

Proposition 39 Award Program. In the
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presentation of the Guidelines, I will also
highlight the Guideline revisions. These are
revisions that are also summarized iIn the Prop.
39 Guidelines Revision Summary handout available
today and that were also posted online. These
are revisions resulting from public comment
period between the first draft released on
September 27" and our Proposed Guideline document
presented today.

To provide better understanding,
throughout my Powerpoint presentation bullet
points In green are revisions that mirror the
handout revisions, and bullet points in red are
items deleted, no longer In the proposed
Guideline document.

I would also like to mention that the
Proposed Guidelines before you today are in
underline strikeout; these underline strikeout
revisions represent the changes that have
occurred between the November 22"? revision and
the Final Guidelines presented today.

To begin the overview, the Guidelines are
organized in three chapters, the first chapter 1is
the Background and General Information; Chapter 2
iIs the majority of the document and outlines the
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Local Educational Agency Proposition 39 Award
Program; and Chapter 3 includes the Additional
Proposition 39 State Resources; and the final
section of the Guidelines includes Appendices A
through J.

Chapter 1, the Background and General
Information. This chapter provides the
introductory information and rules for the
overall Prop. 39 Program. This section includes
the Guidelines overview, funding distribution
information, guideline authority, and the legal
requirements concerning confidentiality,

effective date of Guidelines, and outlines the

process for any future changes to the Guidelines.

Chapter 2, Local Educational Agency Award

program is the section that details the
requirements and process for the program for
schools. I will not be discussing every detail
of this section, but I will highlight the major
elements, especially the components that
generated public comment.

I would also like to point out that
beginning in Chapter 2, many sections and
subsections begin with the actual Public
Resources Code language requirement highlighted
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in a gray shadowed box. This i1s to help guide
the reader to understand the statute requirement
dictating or directing the Prop. 39 program
requirements.

Chapter 2 begins with Eligibility
Requirements. The Local Educational Agency Award
Program provides energy efficiency projects and
clean energy installation grant funding to Local
Educational Agencies, also known as LEAs. LEAs
are County Office of Education, School Districts,
Charter Schools, and State Special Schools. All
facilities within an LEA are eligible for
funding, therefore, in addition to classrooms,
other sections of the building area such as LEA
office facilities, auditoriums, multi-purpose
rooms, gymnasiums, cafeterias, kitchens, pools,
and special purpose areas, can be considered for
funding.

Eligibility of LEAs in leased facilities,
and especially those iIn privately leased
facilities, have been one of the most challenging
sections to develop and write within the
Guidelines. Significant changes have evolved
since the original September 27" Draft Guideline
document. An LEA 1n a leased facility may use
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Prop. 39 program funding 1f the following
conditions are met: the fTirst condition is the
cost-effectiveness criteria. In addition to
meeting the Savings to Investment Ratio, SIR, of
1.05, which I will address later in the
presentation, each energy measure must have a
simple payback either within the remaining period
of the lease agreement, or the remaining period
of the charter contract term, whichever is
shorter.

Also, to ensure that an LEA 1In a
privately owned leased facility receives the
energy savings cost benefit of the Prop. 39
funded energy measure, a building owner’s written
certification is required 1f: an LEA leases a
privately owned facility or building that does
not have a separate meter, and/or an LEA leases a
privately owned facility or building, and the
lease payments include the utility cost.

IT either of these above conditions
apply, building owner must commit to transferring
the cost savings of the energy improvements to
the LEA tenant either through a reduced lease
payment or other form of monetary reimbursement.

The program schedule is the next section
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of Chapter 2 on page 6 and 7. This provides a

overview of the anticipated Prop. 39 program

n

implementation schedule. I will highlight a few

of the significant dates that relate to the

program rollout. For example, the first item

listed

in the schedule iIs the State

Superintendent of Public Instruction, or SSPI,

Release of Energy Audit and Planning Funds.

release was last month

scheduled release scheduled for February 2014,

and a potential third release in the spring of

2014.

LEAs request this funding option throug

the California Department of Education’s Prop.

webpage.

The next bullet 1Is when the Energy

Commission begins accepting Energy Expenditure

Proposals. This is scheduled for next month,

January 2014.

h

reviewed and approved by the Energy Commission,

SSP1 will begin allocating the awards.

happen

bullet

This

in November with a second

39

Once Energy Expenditure Plans are

This can

now as early as February 2014. The third

is highlighted 1n green because his 1is

new date changed from the previous date of May

2014.

Following the schedule section i1s the
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Award Allocation information. This section
describes the formula-based allocation and the
annual award calculation. The funding awards are
based on a formula methodology with 85 percent
based on an Average Daily Attendance, also
referred to as ADA, reported as of the second
principal appointment for the prior fiscal year,
and 15 percent based on the number of students
eligible for free and reduced price meals program
in the prior year. This allocation formula
establishes a minimum funding award level iIn a
four-tiered system, as illustrated on this slide.
This is also in the Guidelines as Table 1,
Minimum Funding Award Levels.

On the screen, you can see the four
tiered levels and the minimum funding awards.
The California Department of Education from this
point on, referred to as CDE, will calculate the
LEA funding award for each fTiscal year. Once the
CDE compiles the prior year ADA, and the free and
reduced meal information, the CDE will calculate
the total awards for all LEAs based on the amount
appropriated for Prop. 39 during the annual
budget process.

This next slide highlights the two-year
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combined award option offered to LEAs with 1,000
or fewer prior ADAs. This would be an LEA in the
Tier 1 and 2 categories from the previous slide.
What this means i1s that LEAs are eligible to
receive both the current year award and the
following year award in the current year. This
iIs designed to give those LEAs with smaller grant
allocations more funding at the beginning years
of the program to encourage implementing energy
projects sooner. So, for example, if an LEA
requests a two-year combined award option this
year, they would receive both this year’s
allocation and next year’s allocation now. But
it should be noted that next year, they would not
have this option because they’ve already received
their second year funding award.

Looking forward in Year 3 of the program,
the LEA could once again request this combined
award option with the third and fourth year
allocation combined. LEAs can request this two-
year combined funding by applying online through
CDE. For this first year of program funding,
this option was announced on July 17" and the due
date to make the selection was August 1°5%. In the
future the due date will be September 1°5%.
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Another option for LEAs in the Prop. 39

program is the option to request Prop. 39 funding

for energy planning activities. Energy planning
funding reservation option provides LEA the
opportunity to request a portion of their fiscal
year 2013-2014 award for energy planning now,
without submitting an energy expenditure plan to
the Energy Commission. This option is available
only for the Fiscal Year 2013-2014 award of the
Prop. 39 program and is intended to be used for
planning activities for subsequent fiscal years
throughout the five-year program. Therefore, no

energy planning fund request option will be

offered 1n subsequent years. This program option

was FTirst highlighted when 1 reviewed the Prop.
39 Program Implementation Schedule on Slide 7.
Energy Planning funds can be spent on
four approved activities; originally, this had
only been two activities, the Tirst bullet,
Energy Audits and Energy Survey Assessments, and
the second bullet, Proposition 39 Program
Assistance. Based on public comments, LEAs may
now use their planning funds as they choose from
four approved categories. Two categories were
added: bullet 3, Hiring or Retaining an Energy
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Manager, and bullet 4, Energy-Related Training
for Classified Employees. Table 2 in the
Guidelines on page 10 provides a detailed
description for each of these four eligible
energy planning activities.

This next slide explains the maximum

energy planning award funding request, which is

outlined in the Guidelines. LEAs with first year

awards of $433,000 or less may request up to

$130,000 of their first year award for planning

activities. And LEAs with a first year award of

$433,001 or more, may request up to 30 percent of

their first year award for planning activities.

For the final energy planning fund slide,

1’d like to highlight changes resulting from

public comment. Two major changes are reflected

in the Proposed Guidelines: first, previous
funding limits of 85 percent and 15 percent for
specific categories have now been removed,
therefore no funding limits associated with any
of the four energy planning activities. Also,
the $1 million cap for LEAs receiving large
awards was removed. LEAs receiving awards over
$433,001 may now request up to 30 percent of
their first year award, as | mentioned on the
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previous slide.

For LEAs that have already requested the
previous maximum of $1 million for energy
planning funding, these LEAs can simply reapply
to CDE in February requesting up to 30 percent of
their first year award.

Moving to the next topic covered in the
Guidelines, the Large Eligible Energy Project
Award Requirement, this was another area that
received a large number of public comments. This
IS the requirement that LEAs receiving an award
of more than $1 million in any one fiscal year
must submit an Energy Expenditure Plan and 1in
which at least 50 percent of the funds are for a
large energy project. A Large Eligible Energy
Project is defined as a group of energy
efficiency measures and clean energy generation
measures combined for a project cost totaling
more than $250,000. This large energy project is
intended to be at an individual school site.

Many LEAs requested that the Energy
Commission change the language to allow the large
energy project to be implemented over several
school sites, not one school site. The Energy
Commission sought clarification to better
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understand the intent of this requirement. It
was determined that our initial interpretation
was correct, the intent of the statute is that a
project be targeted at a single school site, not
a project over several school sites; therefore,
the meaning of the section did not change, but it
was rewritten for better understanding.

On the next slide, I would like to
discuss leveraging of award funding. LEAs may
pursue other programs and incentives to leverage
the Prop. 39 award. The Guidelines list several
potential funding programs such as local
government programs, utility programs, and the
Energy Commission®s ECAA Ed Loan Program. The
Final Guidelines now also include bond funding on
this list. And for additional clarification, a
sentence has been inserted iIn Appendix E, the SIR
Calculation Narrative, that addresses additional
financing used with Prop. 39 funding award.

The Guidelines provide LEAs some
additional funding options for energy related
training and energy managers beyond the energy
planning option previously discussed. The Prop.
39 statute specifically calls out energy training
for classified school employees, therefore,
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energy training i1s a funding option for program
years two through five. As part of an Energy
Expenditure Plan submission, LEAs can request up
to two percent of the fiscal year award for
energy efficiency training of classified school
employees. Many LEAs expressed a concern that
more Prop. 39 funding was needed for energy
training, and therefore the previous funding
limit of a maximum of $1,000 is now removed.

Like the training award allocation,
Energy Manager funding i1s also available for
Years 2 through 5 as part of an Energy
Expenditure Plan option. For Fiscal Years 2014
and 2015 through 2017 and 2018, an LEA will have
the option of requesting up to 10 percent of its
award to hire or retain an Energy Manager or
multiple Energy Managers. Energy Managers may be
LEA staff or outside consultants. LEAs too small
to justify hiring their own manager may consider
pooling their Energy Manager funding, ensuring
the services of an Energy Manager. Also note
that the previous maximum funding cap of $100,000
IS now removed.

Now that 1’°ve discussed many of the Prop.
39 program elements, I will now focus on the
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simple eight-step application process detailed 1in
Chapter 2 of the Guidelines. Each of these steps
is required in statute, therefore the associated
Public Resource Code is highlighted in a gray
shadowed box at the beginning of each step
discussion.

The Ffirst step to receive Prop. 39
program funding is to provide the Energy
Commission access to utility data at a school
site level. Each LEA must identify all electric,
natural gas, propane, and fuel oil accounts for
all of 1ts schools and facilities and provide a
signed utility data release form allowing the
Energy Commission to access the past 12 months of
historic utility billing data, and future billing
data through 2023.

Based on public comment and working
cooperatively with utility stakeholders
statewide, this step was simplified. The Energy
Commission now requires only a signed utility
data release form and will work directly with
utilities to coordinate the data transfer from
the utilities to the Energy Commission.

Step one is only required for the first
Expenditure Plan submitted by an LEA. After the
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Energy Commission receives an LEA’s utility data
release form, future Energy Expenditure Plans
will only have seven steps.

The other changes to this section include
a new table, Table 3, Utility Billing Data
Reporting Schedule. This provides a better
understanding of when the data i1s transmitted to
the Energy Commission from the Utility Company
and the reporting time periods. And finally, the
Time of Use Interval Data requirement was
deleted.

Step 2, Benchmarking. An LEA must
benchmark to determine the energy use intensity
of any school site that receives Prop. 39 Program
funding. The energy use iIntensity reflects the
rate of energy use of a school site. LEAs only
need to benchmark school sites for Prop. 39
funding will be used for eligible energy
projects. The Benchmarking Calculation 1s now
built Into the Energy Expenditure Plan, which
will calculate the total energy cost per square
footage per year, and the annual total KBtus per
square foot per year. This section was revised
for clarification in the Guidelines posted on
November 22",
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Moving forward in the application
process, Steps 3 and Step 4 are recommended
approaches for LEAs to consider as part of the
energy project identification. Step 3 1s a Self-
Certification of Eligible Energy Project
Prioritization Considerations. As clearly
illustrated 1in the Guidelines, this i1s a Public
Resource Code requirement that identifies 11
factors for LEAs to consider when identifying
energy measures and prioritizing eligible energy
projects for program awards. These 11 factors
are listed on page 16 and 17 of the Guidelines.

As part of the Energy Expenditure Plan,
an LEA i1s required to self-certify that they have
followed the Guidelines regarding energy project
prioritization considerations. Step 4 i1s a self-
certification for sequencing of facility
improvements found on page 18. The Energy
Commission recommends that LEAs consider a
sequencing approach when identifying facility
improvements. When evaluating energy project
potential, an LEA should first consider energy
efficiency projects, next consider clean onsite
energy generation projects, and finally, consider
non-renewable projects. Again, as part of an
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Energy Expenditure Plan, an LEA is required to
self-certify that they followed the Guidelines
regarding the sequencing of facility improvement
considerations.

Another Guideline area that generated
public comment was the previous Exhibit B,
Typical Cost-Effective K-12 Energy Projects,
which was before referenced iIn this section.
Because of public confusion regarding the
projects listed and the associated priority
rankings, this exhibit has now been removed from
the Guidelines.

Before 1 continue to Step 5, 1°d like to
discuss clean energy generation projects.

Throughout the presentation, 1°ve mentioned

energy efficiency measures, but 1°d like to point

out that clean energy generation projects are
also eligible energy projects for Prop. 39
funding. We understand there’s great public
interest in clean energy generation, especially
by those LEAs that have ambitiously implemented
energy efficiency measures iIn the past. So
projects such as solar energy generation, wind
generation, and combined heat and power projects
are eligible for funding.
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Step 5 i1s the process of i1dentifying
eligible energy measures for Prop. 39 program
award funding. The Guidelines allow for three
methods when i1dentifying energy measures and
calculating the associated energy savings. The
first method is the Energy Survey with Energy
Commission Energy Saving Calculator tools
available to estimate the energy savings of a
project identified through an Energy Survey.
Appendix B, Energy Saving Calculators, now list
21 different energy measures that will have
online energy saving calculators available.

The second method is an ASHRAE Level 2
Energy Audit. Some complex energy efficiency
measures will likely need an ASHRAE Level 2
Energy Audit to clearly identify project costs
and estimated energy savings.

The third method i1s using other energy
efficiency measure screening tools such as Data
Analytics. Data Analytics refers to what 1is
typically called a “no-touch” or “web-based”
virtual energy assessment. This technique
combines benchmarking process and the Energy
Survey described in Method 1. Revisions to this
section include clarification regarding
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organizations that can provide technical

validation and examples of product evaluation

processes that LEAs may provide as documentation.

Step 6 1s the cost-effectiveness
determination. The Public Resources Code
requires all projects shall be cost-effective,
total benefits shall be greater than project
costs over time, and that the Energy Commission

establish a cost-effective determination.

Therefore, we have established that the Prop. 39

program will use a savings to investment ratio to

determine cost-effectiveness. This ratio

compares the investment the LEA will make now

with the energy cost savings the LEA will achieve

over time.
The eligible energy project, the

portfolio of bundled energy measures at each

school site, submitted in one Energy Expenditure

Plan must achieve a minimum SIR of 1.05. Energy

Efficiency Measures may have an SIR lower than

1.05, but the Energy Project Portfolio must

achieve a minimum SIR requirement and be approved

for a Prop. 39 Award. I would also like to
mention that the non-energy benefit percentage
the savings to investment ratio calculation has
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now been iIncreased from three percent to five
percent.

Step 7 i1s the final step for requesting
Prop. 39 funding, which 1s to complete and submit
an Energy Expenditure Plan. This plan is the
application an LEA uses to request Prop. 39 Award
funding and to implement proposed eligible energy
projects. The Energy Expenditure Plan includes
all information specified in these Guidelines.
LEAs must complete and submit an Energy
Expenditure Plan to the Energy Commission and
that Energy Expenditure Plan must be approved by
the Energy Commission for the LEA to receive
Prop. 39 Program Award funding.

The Energy Commission offers fTlexibility
to LEAs when submitting and organizing Energy
Expenditure Plans. Based on public comment, we
revised the options, and now all LEAs have the
same options for submitting Energy Expenditure
Plans. As shown on the screen, these options are
an Annual Award Expenditure Plan, or a Multiple-
Year Bundled Award Energy Expenditure Plan. This
could be any combination such as a two-year
bundled plan, up to a five-year bundled Energy
Expenditure Plan.
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And finally for this slide, 1°d like to

point out that we have deleted the previous

option for LEAs in Tier 4 to submit two to four

Energy Expenditure Plan Applications per year.

will briefly review the Energy Expenditure Plan

content next. LEAs must apply to the Energy

Commission as specified in the Energy Expenditure

Plan Form, and explained in the Energy

Expenditure Plan Handbook. This handbook 1is

really the instruction book guiding LEAs on the

form specifics. I would like to mention that the

Energy Commission intends to provide training

workshops statewide in January and February to

help LEAs understand the Expenditure Plan forms

and process.

In addition, the Commission will also

have a hotline available to answer all types of

Prop. 39 questions. The Energy Commission wil
soon release an e-blast launching the Prop. 39
Hotline Assistance and the phone number.

The general content of the Energy

Expenditure Plan is outlined in the Guidelines

and includes 10 items. The first is Consent for

utility Provider to Release Data that was Step 1;

Benchmarking, the Energy Use Intensity, which
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Step 2; Energy Measure Description and
Information, and this i1s developed from Step 3
through 6; a Description of Energy Planning
Funds; Energy Training Requests; Energy Manager
Requests; and there are three additional ones on
the next page, the next slide: We have Job
Creation Benefit Estimates; Self-Certification of
Compliance with Various Requirements; and Lease
Facilities Certification, if applicable.

Finishing the Energy Expenditure Plan
Overview. The Energy Commission i1s also required
to review and approve every LEA Energy
Expenditure Plan. The Energy Commission will
screen each Energy Expenditure Plan for energy
project eligibility criteria and completeness and
evaluate the proposal for technical and financial
accuracy. No other criteria or scoring will be
used to evaluate Energy Expenditure Plans.

Energy Commission staff will process the
Energy Expenditure Plan on a first come, first
serve basis. After an Expenditure Plan is
reviewed and approved, the Energy Commission will
notify the LEA and CDE and will also post a
Notice of Approval on the Energy Commission’s
Prop. 39 webpage. About once a quarter, CDE will
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process an appointment for the total approved
Prop. 39 awards since the last payment period.

The final step of the Prop. 39 program is
Step 8, which 1s the Tracking and Reporting
Requirement. LEAs must report between 12 and 15
months after the completion of all eligible
energy projects on an Energy Expenditure Plan.

Annual Reports. Because 1t may be years
before an LEA is required to submit a final
report, LEAs are required to submit an Annual
Progress Status Report for each approved Energy
Expenditure Plan to the Energy Commission until
all eligible measures within an Energy
Expenditure Plan are completed. This requirement
was revised from the Quarterly Progress Status
Report to the current requirement of Annual
Progress Status Reports.

Final Reports. Public Resource Code
requires seven key elements to be reported 12 to
15 months after the completion of approved energy
projects. This information includes final
project cost, energy savings, equipment
information, job creation benefits, project
duration, and energy use intensity after project
completion. Two of these elements, Energy
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Savings and Job Creation Benefits, have more
detailed descriptions in the Guidelines to help
LEAs understand various methods available to
complete this requirement.

The final five subsections of Chapter 2
discuss general Prop. 39 rules that apply to
Energy Projects. The first, Energy Expenditure
Plan Implementation Changes, discusses Change of
Scope Conditions. These are the significant
changes in the approved Energy Expenditure Plan.
Second, there is a subsection on Energy
Efficiency Project Construction Compliance
requirements for the Division of the State
Architect. This i1s highlighted in green on the
slide because this section was revised and
simplified from the original draft.

The next subsection is Contracts.
Although this section did not change, 1 would
like to briefly reiterate that the Guidelines
defer to the LEAs” own procurement regulations
and procedures as long as they reflect applicable
State and local laws and regulations, and are not
in conflict with the minimum legal standards
specified In the Prop. 39 statute. The
Guidelines do not address the specific i1ssue of
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the sole source contract prohibition and the

contracting process iIn Government Code 4217.

Because Prop. 39 Guidelines apply to a variety of

LEAs,

such as School Districts, County Office of

Education, Charter Schools, and State Special

Schools, each individual entity covered by these

Guidelines may have different procurement laws

and the contracting process i1In Government Code

4217 may apply differently, depending on the

entity. Therefore, LEAs need to consult their

own

legal counsel for interpretation of

Government Code 4217 relating to the Prop. 39

Sole Source Contracting Prohibition.

Finally, the last two subsections of

Chapter 2 include a new section, Public Works

Project Award Notification. This Subsection was

added to help LEAs better understand existing law

requirements for Public Works Projects.

And the last subsection of Chapter 2

contains the Rules Concerning No Retroactive

Funding of Projects. This section is highlighted

in green because i1t was slightly reworded for

clarification.

and

This finishes the summary of Chapter 2
will conclude my presentation with a short
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overview of Chapter 3 and the Appendices.

Chapter 3, Additional Proposition 39
State Resources. As Marsha presented in the
Prop. 39 Funding Distribution Overview, Senate
Bill 73 also appropriated Proposition 39 funding
to other elements included in the Guidelines.
Senate Bill 73 transferred $28 million from the
Job Creation Fund to the Energy Conservation
Assistance Act Education Subaccount. Of that
amount, 90 percent will be used to provide Zero
Interest loans to LEAs in Community College
Districts. About 10 percent or $2.8 million will
be used by the Bright School Program to provide
Technical Assistance Grants to qualifying LEAs
and Community College Districts needing support
with eligible energy measure identification and
planning.

One revision | would like to mention is
that we’ve removed the Public Building wording,
so there are now no restrictions on building
ownership within this program.

Next, Senate Bill 73 allocated $3 million
for Fiscal Year 2013-2014 to the California
Workforce Investment Board to develop and
implement a competitive grant program for
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eligible workforce training organizations which
prepares disadvantaged youth, veterans, and
others for employment. The California State
Workforce Investment Board will implement an
energy efficiency focused Learn to Earn Job and
Training and Placement Programs Targeting
Disadvantaged Job Seekers.

The funding with the California Budget
Act of 2013-2014, $5 million of Proposition 39
revenue, was appropriated to the California
Conservation Corps to perform Energy Surveys and
other conservation-related activities. The
California Conservation Corps provides young men
and women ages 18 to 25 work on natural resource
projects. Through their work, Corps members will
gain hands-on training, certified technical
education, and work experience designed to
increase employment opportunities in green
technology fTields.

The final section of the Guidelines 1s
the Appendix. The 10 Appendix A through J
include more detailed information on various
sections of the Guidelines; I will not discuss
each Appendix, but 1°d like to highlight a few.
On the screen, you have Appendix B, which lists
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the Energy Savings Calculators. This Appendix
lists 21 energy measures that will have simple
online Energy Saving Calculator tools available
on the Energy Commission’s Prop. 39 webpage.

LEAs can easily use these calculators to
determine the estimated energy savings needed for
cost-effectiveness SIR criteria. These 21 energy
measures are common energy efficiency upgrades
that many LEAs will most likely consider. There
are 10 lighting measures, eight heating
ventilation and air-conditioning, also known as
HVAC efficiency measures, two plug-load
efficiency measures, and an energy savings
calculator to estimate the savings of a solar
photovoltaic self-generation project.

Appendix C is the Prop. 39 funding
pathway, a visual that highlights the eight-step
process. Appendix D i1s benchmarking. This
provides additional information regarding the
energy benchmarking steps, and is very useful
information explaining the how-to process of
gathering and summarizing energy usage data.
Appendix E, F and G all relate to the Savings
Investment Ratio Calculation, explaining the
equations behind the calculation, the
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assumptions, and efficient useful life iIn years
for energy measures, and SIR calculation
considerations for Power Purchase Agreement Solar
Projects.

Appendix H discusses Job Creation and
Workforce Development and provides information on
estimating direct job years created by the Prop.
39 funded energy projects.

And finally, Appendix I and J are the
definitions and acronyms used in the Prop. 39
Guideline document. This will aid the reader to
better navigate the language of the Guidelines.

Because the Prop. 39 program is truly
unique and 1t brings together two different
subject areas, energy and education, and just as
these last Appendices bridge the language
technology between the energy world and the
terminology of the education world, the Prop. 39
Program Guidelines just presented provide the
framework for a new opportunity in California,
providing a strong program that will connect job
creation through energy and education.

Thank you for the opportunity to present
the Prop. 39 Guidelines to you this morning.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you for the

CALIFORNIA REPORTING, LLC
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417

52



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

thorough presentation. Let’s go to public
comment. Let’s start with the Governor’s Office.
Cliff.

MR. RECHTSCHAFFEN: Thank you very much,
Chair Weisenmiller and Commissioners. Cliff
Rechtschaffen in Governor Brown’s Office.

The implementation of Prop. 39 1s a very
important priority of the Governor’®s. This
represents a unique and really unprecedented
opportunity to make major efficiency gains and
achieve our Clean Energy and Climate Goals.

The Energy Commission was given a huge
task by the Legislature to develop ambitious and
not always consistent objectives to achieve
energy savings, promote jobs, ensure
accountability, make things simple and efficient,
don’t overburden the schools, and by the way, do
it right away because we want to spend the money
right now. And I think the Commission has
succeeded on all fronts and risen to the
challenge. The Commission is adopting these
Guidelines earlier than anyone had a reasonable
right to expect; the Guidelines are very
responsive to the legislative direction; and
they’re very responsive to the i1nput of
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stakeholders, they’re very pragmatic, and
Elizabeth went through the many areas in which
the Commission has found practical and flexible
solutions to the concerns of the local education
authorities. The applications have been
simplified, there’s more detail about how to
provide utility usage data, multi-year grants are
now possible, planning grants are more fTlexible,
reporting requirements have been streamlined,
there’s a path forward for leased facilities to
participate, provided that the benefits of
efficiency projects go to the school districts,
the threshold for non-energy benefits has been
raised. All 1n all, these Guidelines represent a
very workable pragmatic approach. I think they
will go a long way to assuring that the
initiative is Implemented effectively. Kudos to
the Commissioners and the wonderful staff and the
other agencies that have worked cooperatively on
it, and I urge you to adopt them. Thank you very
much .

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.
Thanks for being here today. Let’s go to
Assemblywoman Skinner’s Office, Michael Bedard.

MR. BEDARD: Thank you, Mr. Chair and
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Commissioners, good morning. My name is Michael
Bedard, 1°m the Policy Director for Assembly
Member Nancy Skinner, who is one of the lead
negotiators in SB 73. She couldn’t be here
today, but she wanted me to express her thanks
for working with you all and the staff, it’s been
a real pleasure, been very responsive to comments
that she”s submitted In October, and she just
wanted me to express two additional concerns.

One is about LEAs in leased privately-
owned facilities. Elizabeth went over the
certification process, but my boss is concerned
about how the Commission will enforce the
certification and how we will be able, for an LEA
that doesn’t have a separate meter, quantify
specifically the savings that should be passed
through. So she just wanted to urge the
Commissioners to consider more specific
requirements for owners iIn terms of how they
transfer the savings to the LEAs.

And the second was about the 1.05 SIR. A
lot of the Districts and folks that we’ve talked
to have i1dentified that there are LEAs that have
been very aggressive about energy savings and
doing energy projects over the last few years,
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and I don”t think the intention of Prop. 39 or
the enabling legislation, nor the Guidelines, 1is
to punish an entity that has been so aggressive,
so there may be a way to consider an exception
process, but it should include objective
criteria. We have submitted a letter last week
that you may have received, 1°m not sure if 1t
got here iIn time for this hearing, but i1t details
these two iIssues in greater detail.

And again, 1 just wanted to say how much
we appreciated working with the Commission from
the Leg Unit to the program staff, and working
with you guys directly, it’s been really --
everybody at the Commission has been very
engaging and responsive, SO we appreciate that.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you for
being here. Let’s go to Department of Education,
Jeannie Oropeza.

MS. MOORE: Good morning. I am Cathleen
Moore, substituting for Jeannie Oropeza. We’re
here today on behalf of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction, Tom Torlakson. We thank the
Commission and its staff for the hard work and
focus on this 1mportant program that will fund
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energy projects in every school district, county
office, and charter school within California.

We believe it Is Important once the
Guidelines are approved to provide all Local
Education Agencies with workshops and webinars to
ensure high quality applications are received by
the Energy Commission, and that funding is
appropriated as seamlessly as possible.

To that end, we are ready to
collaboratively provide such technical assistance
with the CEC, especially to the smaller LEAs
through workshops i1n January.

Again, we recognize the monumental effort
it took by the CEC to get to where we are today
with the Draft Guidelines. We believe this
program will only be successful if every LEA has
access to the program. Every LEA should have the
opportunity to generate energy efficiencies that
will in turn result Iin more money for the
classroom, as these monies count towards
Proposition 98 guarantees. And we hope that the
Commission 1s open to amending the Guidelines to
make this happen if necessary in the future.

We appreciate the opportunity to work
with the CEC, the CPUC, the California
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Conservation Corps, the California Workforce
Investment Board, the Labor Board, and the
Division of State Architect to implement the
Proposition 39 program as envisioned by the
Proposition’s authors and the Legislators through
Senate Bill 73 and approved by the voters of
California. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you. Thank
you for being here and for your partnership on
this. Let’s go to Eric Premack, CSDC.

MR. PREMACK: Good morning,
Commissioners. Eric Premack with the Charter
Schools Development Center. We’re a statewide
advocacy and support organization for Charter
Schools, representing several hundred Charter
Schools up and down the state.

We”’re very concerned with the provisions
in the proposed Guidelines related to leased
facilities. We think that they needlessly
discriminate against several hundred Charter
Schools. What they do in practice 1s they say
that you need to demonstrate payback within the
shorter of either your current lease term, or
your current charter term, and the effect of that
is, for most charter schools and leased
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facilities, they limit payback to anywhere from

one to four years, usually toward the shorter end

of that. And as many of you know, 1t’s extremely

difficult to achieve that payback target within
that extremely short timeframe.

That would have the effect of excluding
several hundred charter schools from being able
to participate in this program. We think it’s a
gross overreach of both the letter and intent of

the statute, the letter of the law designates

Charter Schools as eligible entities, and nothing

that we see i1In the law authorizes the Commission
to establish Guidelines to categorically deny a
large class of eligible applicants from
participating, and the iIntent of the statute

speaks clearly to (quote unquote) “helping the

smallest and neediest LEAs with the resources and

best practices available.” This would have the
effect of specifically and categorically
targeting some of the smallest and neediest LEAs
out there.

Because of that, we would urge you to
defer action on these Guidelines and direct your
staff to work with the Charter School community
and others who occupy leased facilities to
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develop more reasonable Guidelines that are 1iIn
line with the letter and intent of the law. And
we would be happy to participate In those
discussions. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay. Thank you
for being here. Let’s go to L.A. unified school
district. Eric Bakke.

MR. BAKKE: Thank you for letting me be
here today. Eric Bakke with the Los Angeles
Unified School District. 1°d like to echo the
comments from the Governor’s Office. We’re truly
appreciative of the response time. We honestly
didn’t have expectations that it would be
completed as quickly as it was, considering the
number of agencies that had to work together to
put this together, so this is a tremendous effort
on your part and we appreciate that.

We would also just want to express
appreciation for listening to our comments and
the questions that we raised, and from everything
that we’ve read, very responsive, and we see a
lot of that input into the Guidelines, both the
September, the October, the November, and

December, and so we appreciate that.
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While I am here, I do just want to point

out a couple of things, I think 1t’s more for
clarification, 1t’s probably a very technical
comment. One of the areas that was added to

leveraging award funding, adding bond funding
very critical for us. In reading the Guideli
it suggests that bond funds are almost treate
like a loan, or some sort of debt against the
General Fund. I want to clarify that’s actua
not the case. A local bond is actually treat
more like a grant program. In schools there”’
essentially two sets of books, if I can actua
say it that way, you have your General Fund,

Operational Costs, and then you have your Sch
Construction Bond Program, which is actually
funded through your local property taxes. So
actually doesn’t have a hit against a General
Fund, or the Operational. So we look at bond
funds should be treated in the same capacity
grant funds. So | just wanted to make that

clarification.

the
, IS
nes,

d

iIly
ed

s
Iy
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And the second concern we have i1s still

with the 1.05 SIR. We appreciate that the
increase from three percent to five percent,
we still have concerns with respect to Access
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Compliance Building Code Requirements; it’s not
unlikely when you deal with a project that’s a
million dollars, a half a million dollars for an
energy project, that you are going to be
triggering access compliance that could exceed a
million dollars because of the path of travel and
other ramps and other requirements that are
necessary. So you could see situations where the
Code compliance could actually exceed the cost of
the project, itself. What that could do is force
districts not to choose projects that may be
necessary, and i1t would limit the amount of work
that possibly can be done. So we just want to
make sure that that is recognized 1n any future
changes or analysis. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.
Martha Alvarez, San Diego Unified School
District.

MS. ALVAREZ: Good morning. Thank you
for the opportunity to address you here this
morning. I’m here on behalf of the San Diego
Unified School District, the second largest
school district in California. As was the case,

LAUSD goes before us.
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We are here to commend the CEC staff,
Marsha and everyone else has been very helpful in
listening to the common term, stakeholders, over
the last several months. We understand that you
had a very difficult task in developing these
guidelines under such tremendous pressure. We
appreciate the revisions that have been made to
the Guidelines, and we saw additional revisions
made this morning, so thank you for including
some of our previous comments.

111 just highlight a couple of points
that still give us some concerns. As you know,
we have not seen the various calculators, the
installation per expenditure plan template or any
Annual Report templates that we will be required
to submit, so this still provides uncertainty and
anxiety for Districts because we don”’t know the
level of detail that we’ll be required to provide
on those templates when we actually submit our
plans. We look forward to looking when we’re
able to submit those plans because currently the
way that the Guidelines are drafted, there’s, you
know, sixty something pages of information, so
hopefully that the template will be much more
streamlined.
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1”11 highlight a couple of points that we
believe that the statute did not -- or iIt’s not
required in the statute, but the Guidelines
somehow provide more proscriptive requirements
than the law In statute. The two examples are
the definition of a project of $250,000 being at
a school site, we would urge the CEC to
reconsider that, given that the statute does not
define a project being at a school site, and just
to revise the language or the definition to state
the large expenditure plan project i1s defined as
a project whose cost totaled more than $250,000.
Our intent would be to perform the most efficient
cost-effective approach to one of the District’s
highest energy efficiency measures at multiple
site projects, or the district-wide level.

Another example is a requirement to
collect utility data at every single school site.
The statute i1s SB 73, 1t only states the iInterest
in collecting this data so that the cost and the
benefit of funded projects for an entity that
receives Tunds for the jobs creation fund, can
document the energy savings achieved through the
Proposition 39 funds. However, the statute does
not require information for all school sites, but
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merely states LEAs are required to provide

information at the school facility site level.

For this reason, we encourage the CEC to

reconsider the requirement of doing the utility

information for every single school site.

Another statement is regarding some of

the steps that were mentioned today, you

mentioned step 3 and 4 for example, are only

recommended approaches; we would encourage the

CEC to take out that language and perhaps add
to the handbook that will be accompanying the

Guidelines so that it’s more clear for school

districts what’s actually required for us to
versus what i1s recommended. So i1t could be

footnote, you know, making the comment “look

it

do

in a

at

the handbook on page whatever,” if 1t”’s something

that is recommended but not required. Again,

this will simplify the process and, instead of an

LEA looking at 60 pages of documentation, we
to review, that we know exactly what’s going
be expected of us. And I think that concern
—- 1 represent San Diego Unified, the second

largest District, but there’s many LEAsS 1in

California that are under 5,000 students, and

have
to

1S

they’re only getting maybe, you know, $100,000 or
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a little bit more than that, that it’s going to
require them to hire outside consultant for them
to have to be able to comply with this
requirement. So we hope you take that into
consideration in any future amendments.

And then the last comment 1”11 make is
regarding the savings to investment ratio. As
you’ve heard before, we would also encourage the
CEC to reconsider how the SIR is calculated and
perhaps to make an exception for any school
districts or school sites that have already done
energy efficiency measures, and that have been
ahead of the curve. Thank you for the time to

provide these comments.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, thank you.

We”ll hear later from the utilities on how they
will help people and the implementation. But
anyway, let’s go to the California Conservation
Corps. Martha?

MS. DIEPENBROCK: Good morning. I”m
Martha Diepenbrock from the California
Conservation Corps and we’ve been participating
with the State Working Group in the development
of the Guidelines and, at the same time, kind of
preparing the CCC for the role that we’re
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playing. And as you know, the CEC’s role is to
create work opportunities In service to the
public and to provide that for young adults who
are 18 to 25. So iIn this case, and really based
on the experience and the success of an ARRA
funded program, Energy Smart Jobs, the CCC is
engaged 1n developing a program and implementing
a program bringing services to LEAs that will
have three parts. The first is having Corps
members conduct data collection for Energy
Surveys that are consistent with the Guidelines;
secondly, to assist schools with small retrofits,
small projects, and also bringing information
about best practices around operations and
maintenance, and behavioral change; and then
thirdly, while we’re on campus to bring the
message to young people who are in the schools by
the young adults who are in the Corps.

So currently we have trained 150 young
adults, they finished training last week, and
these crews are going to be based 1In Redding,
Sacramento, the Bay Area, the Central Valley, Los
Angeles, and San Diego. Those have been trained
by U.C. Davis Energy Efficiency Center 1in
partnership with the Sierra Community College.
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Thus far, we have about 110 LEAs who have applied
to have the Corps Members conduct the data
collection for the Energy Survey and our Tfirst
survey will start on December 23'9. So we’re
really excited to be part of this and to create
this opportunity for young adults to introduce
them to the field, and to the career pathways
that follow. So thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you for
being here. Rob, could you flip on the two-
minute? Let’s go to Tom Kelly, KyotoUSA.

MR. KELLY: Commissioners, thank you for
the opportunity to address you today. 1’d also
like to just echo what everyone else has said
about the tremendous job the CEC has done in
developing these Guidelines. KyotoUSA supports
public schools throughout mostly PG&E service
district and we provide solar master plans to
school districts at no cost.

A couple of things 1°d like to suggest 1is
that there be an ongoing effort to simplify these
Guidelines for LEAs that are basically
overwhelmed by many of the requirements that the
Guidelines lay out. We’re hearing that in Fresno
and San Mateo, that you know, they’re just
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stretched pretty thin, so any support they can
get in making it easier, would be grateful. The
Utilities have also been very supportive, so |
see an opportunity for leverage there, i1n getting
their help.

The second thing 1°d like to say is that
I think the benchmarking requirement should
actually apply for all schools, regardless of
those that are being the beneficiaries of Prop.
39 funding. The Districts are already required
to provide the energy data, it would be a
relatively simple thing for Districts to actually
benchmark all their schools using Energy Star’s
Portfolio Manager and the California Conservation
Corps in assisting them with that.

And the final thing 1°d like to say 1is
that | saw on the Revised Guidelines that Prop.
39 funding can be used for Power Purchase
Agreements. At this point in time, the cost of
renewable energy projects has come down so far
that there’s no longer any need to develop those
projects using investor money. You can actually
use CEC low interest loans, GL bonds, Qualified
Zone Academy Bonds, and other funds to be able to
develop these projects in a way that provides
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financial benefits to a school district’s General
Fund from the moment it’s developed. So 1°d
encourage the Energy Commission to pull that
particular part of the Revised Guidelines and —-
and I guess 1’11 leave it at that point. Thank
you very much.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, thank you.
Let’s go to the Division of State Architect,
Robert Chase.

MR. CHASE: Thank you very much, Mr.
Chair, members of the Commission. My name is Bob
Chase, Deputy State Architect with the Division
of the State Architect. First, 1°d like to echo
Cliff’s, and I think everyone else’s comments
here about what an incredible job the Energy
Commission staff has done on this. DSA has been
involved since the very beginning and followed
through to provide support to the Guidelines.
And Cliff was right, 1 mean, to accomplish this
in that time period, we didn’t think It was going
to be possible, but 1t’s phenomenal.

I wanted to, I think, clarify what the
Division of the State Architect does, and then 1
think respond to a concern that the L.A. Unified
School District had. We are required by statute
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and law to review all design and construction of
K-12 school buildings and Community Colleges
throughout the State of California for three
disciplines: structural safety, obviously, fire
and life safety, and accessibility. As was
mentioned earlier, there are many triggers that
will require our review and there are also
triggers that will require the accessibility

upgrades that was mentioned by L.A. USD.

In support of the Guidelines, what we did

iIs we went through and determined certain things
that would be exempt from DSA review In statute
and regulations, and we have determined —-
there’s a link i1n the Guidelines through our
website, many many —- not all, but many of the
energy efficiency Improvements that districts
will be doing can be exempt from our review, and
there are exceptions that we refer to iIn there 1iIn
statute. And a lot of those will again not
trigger the concerns that L.A. -- well, that any
school district would have to need to spend
additional money on path of travel upgrades. |IT
it Is required, it obviously will need to be
done, however, there are some pretty clear
exceptions that will allow those to be exempted,
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and so we would have them working very close with
Energy Commission, we are doing outreach to
districts already to help them understand where
they may be exempt from those things. We again
want the money to get out there as quickly as
possible and to be used for what it was intended
for. So glad to answer any questions i1f anyone
has them.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, thank you.
Thank you for being here. Let’s go to David
Struck, 1 think, from KW Engineering. Okay.
Then Mike Hodgson, Consol.

Mr. HODGSON: Chair Weisenmiller,
Commissioners, good morning. Consol i1s very
supportive of improving energy efficiency Iin
schools, being very active auditors of ASHRAE
Level 1 and 2 Audits throughout the Central
Valley. We also want to compliment staff on
producing clear process and guidelines that we
presume will be adopted later today.

However, here today I’m representing the
International Window Film on a very minor
technical issue and we submitted comments into
the Docket, which we also handed out because we
were so late to those comments. But IWFA
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represents 90 percent of the window film
installed in North America, so they’re the trade
association that basically sets the standards for
window films, their products, and their
warranties. IWFA very strongly supports the
adoption of Prop. 39 and the Guidelines. There’s
one edit that we suggest i1in Appendix F, 1t
reflects the energy useful measures. Window
films have made significant technology
improvements in the last 15 years, and those
improvements include ratings now by NFRC for
visible light transmittance, solar heat gain, as
well as U factor. We also as an industry have
adopted 10-year minimum warranties for most of
the films that are being installed, some
warranties on residential go to lifetime. In
fact, because of this fact, the Energy Commission
in their 2013 Standards adopted window film to be
NFRC labeled and requiring, when installed, a
minimum 10-year warranty. The edit IWFA suggests
iIs In Appendix F, to list window film separately
with a 15-year effective useful life. The source
for Appendix F is the Dear Database. The Dear
Database was listed as 2008 and 2011, but you dig
into it and they’re referencing studies from the
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late “90s and the early 2000°s for window film.
We think 1t’s more appropriate to look at the
national view of how this product is being used.
In Oak Ridge, which supports Weatherization
Program, has a program called NEAT, or the
National Energy Audit Tool, we’ve supplied some
information behind in the presentation, and it
recognizes in the latest version of NEAT, which
is Version 8, that window films be assigned a 15-
year useful life, which is their opinion of their
length.

What we would request to do basically,
then, is in Appendix F to list window film as a
separate line item away from shades, give it a
15-year life instead of 10, which 1s current in
Appendix F. We would suggest also to be
consistent with the CEC Guidelines that you put a
footnote i1In there that says that i1t should also
be NFRC certified films, and that they should
carry a minimum 10-year warranty.

In the handout and the work submitted to
the docket, there is a screenshot of a --
actually not a screenshot, but a slide that we
have, that we presented to you. It gives you

kind of the impact on time dependent valuation,
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which 1s the way the Energy Commission looks at
energy, and it shows that window film outperforms
other insulation, mechanical Improvements, as
well as air sealing, which would be typical
improvements for schools.

We also included a screen shot of NEAT,
NEAT is the software that i1s used by the
Department of Energy for weatherization, the most
current version is the Family of Eight, which is
called Version 8.9.0.5, apologize for the -— but
we want to be technical and current -— the screen
shot there shows you that the window film useful
life is 15 years, and then we attach to the
handout the technical manual that supports the
data, the table of contents, and the actual pages

referenced on describing how lives are determined

in NEAT. I’m happy to answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay. Thank you.

Let’s go to Erik Emblem, Joint Committee on

Energy and Environmental Policy.

MR. EMBLEM: Good morning, Commissioners.

Thank you for letting me speak. I’m Erik Emblem.
I’m here representing the Joint Committee on
Energy and Environmental Policy and the Western
States Council of the Sheet metal, Air Rail, and
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Transportation Workers. We work with over 600

HVAC contractors in the State of California, and

represent 25,000 workers. We have 15 training
facilities affiliated with apprenticeship
training and journeyman upgrade, and we have
several -- 1 feel like it says stakeholder in
several areas, but, number one, our hats off to
you, you’ve done a great job, 1 know this has
been a lot of hard work iIn a short amount of
time, with several different agencies, and the

work 1s good.

I think everybody will recognize that the

need is great and the resources are few. We have

a big i1ssue with schools and what goes on in
them. I think that if we focus on schools, 1
always like to focus on why they’re there, and

that’s the learning outcomes, and the facility

that we provide for children and for students 1in

schools, you know, needs fTirst to be health and
safety, and then the learning outcomes. So 1
applaud you 1n raising to 1.05 of the SIR for
other related energy benefits. I do agree that
that may be needed to look at in the future for
some other reasons, but also for health and
safety.
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I also serve as an Advisor to the Green

Collar Jobs Council, and a big component of thi

is the creation of jobs, and of which 1°m near

and dear to, and endorse, and want to help

S

facilitate that these jobs that we create through

Prop.

that

39 are real jobs, jJjobs that are high road

lead people to careers and career paths, a

with that I pledge to work with you and to work

with people like the California Conservation

Corps for creating pathways for people going

through their programs into apprenticeship and

careers, and also to work with you through my

position on the Western HVAC Performance

Alliance, which I’m the Workforce Education and

Training Chair. Again, thank you, you’ve done
great job, and if there’s anything we can do
collectively to work with you, we’re here. Tha

you.

nd

a

nk

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you. Joey

Barr from PG&E.

MR. BARR: Hi, Commissioners, staff,

thank you very much for the time. | appreciate
the presentation, 1 know you’ve done a lot of
work, and we’ve appreciated working with you.

name

iIs Joey Barr from Pacific Gas & Electric
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Company. We have worked with the CEC and other
stakeholders to help support our school’s
customers. I lead our Proposition 39 efforts.
So we’re absolutely supportive of these
Guidelines, we’ve provided comments throughout,
and 1 think Liz hit the nail on the head, that
this was an equilibrium and you’re not going to
satisfy every party, so we appreciate that.

PG&E has a long history of supporting our
schools, both on energy efficiency and on clean
energy installations, and we support all of the
guidelines today. We do have a few concerns and
we shared them with staff and with Commissioners.

The two primary concerns, and Tom already
alluded to this earlier, we are concerned with
the use of Prop. 39 funds to pay for solar PPAs.
We absolutely think they should be used for clean
energy installations. But to use them for PPAs
would short circuit the schools, actual ownership
of the solar panels, and any benefits that the
schools might derive from that ownership. So we
encourage you to remove that language allowing
Prop. 39 funds to be used for PPAs.

Our second biggest concern with the
Guidelines i1s that behavioral measures in
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projects are not included. Encouraging these
types of projects often results In improved
operations and maintenance, feedback on energy
usage and cost, normative comparisons, and
education and prompts for energy conserving
practices, particularly in the school segment, we
think measurable energy savings for behavioral
projects should be allowed and we look forward to
continuing our collaboration with you to support
our schools” customers. I think the most
important thing is that we create consistent
comprehensive messaging and support for our
schools” customers. Thank you very much for your
time.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.
Thanks for being here. Jeff Vaca, California
Association of School Business Officials.

MR. VACA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
members of the Commission, Jeff Vaca representing
the Association of School Business Officials. I
would like to join the previous speakers 1iIn
commending CEC staff for the openness of this
process and their willingness to consider our
input and the input of LEAs at all stages of the
process.
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Our goal throughout this process,
recognizing that most of the school districts iIn
the state are smaller school districts that don’t
have the experience of an L.A. USD, or a San
Diego Unified with these types of energy
projects, and ensuring that the guidelines, while
remaining consistent with the Intent of the
initiative and with the implementing statutes,
are as simple and straightforward as possible.

We greatly appreciate the progress that
has been made in the i1terations of the Guidelines
and many of the changes that have been
implemented, as those have evolved have resolved
some of our concerns.

With respect to the eight simple steps,
we continue to believe that those eight simple
steps could be further condensed into perhaps
five or six even simpler steps by taking the
items within those steps that are recommendations
as opposed to requirements, and placing them in
the self-certification form.

And I would also echo the comments made
by Mr. Bedard from Assembly Member Skinner’s
Office with respect to the SIR and perhaps the
consideration of a process that would allow a

CALIFORNIA REPORTING, LLC
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417

80



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

district, to use one example, San Diego Unified,
that really is well ahead of the curve in terms
of implementing many of these types of projects
on their campuses and school sites, an exception
process provided that they were able to meet
specified criteria. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you. Rick
Brown.

MR. BROWN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I”m
Rick Brown, Others Present (* Via WebEx/Phone)
, we’re an Independent Energy Advisory firm
working with over 50 School Districts and
Municipalities around the state. I’m here to
expand on the discussion of providing an
exception process to the current SIR requirement.

The exception needs to be created in
order to protect deserving schools who are
outliers on the energy efficiency and savings
curves. For example, as you know, even before
Prop. 39, many schools and districts charged
ahead with implementation of energy efficiency
and renewable energy projects. These early
adopters were the forefront of important projects
that required both foresight and courage. This
does not mean that the work i1s done for these
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schools, but having already heaving invested in
energy projects, Prop. 39 funding will be vital
for these schools to continue their progress
towards their long term energy goals. Yet under
the current Guidelines, these schools may be left
out in the cold. Why? Because those early
investment led to greatly improved energy
intensity scores that then lead to lower energy
cost savings and SIRs for future projects. It’s
unfair to punish those schools for their past
successes, particularly successes that Prop. 39
intends to support and promote.

Similarly, we work with a number of
Districts who are at the very low end of the
energy savings curve because they are located 1iIn
Public Utility Districts where tariffs are
significantly below the statewide norm. And
because of these low rates, i1it’s highly unlikely
that there’s any single project or mix of
projects that can bring about the cost savings
needed to reach the current SIR threshold. These
districts are desperately in need of upgrades
that will save countless kilowatt hours of
energy, yet their projects could be shelved
because, In essence, they’re wasting cheap
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energy. It>s contrary to the intent and spirit
of Prop. 39 to deny support for schools under
these circumstances.

We think there’s a simple solution. The
CEC can and should allow for a narrow exception
to the current SIR requirement that accommodates
these outliers. For example, when a submitted
project fails to reach the 1.05 threshold, the
CEC can examine the school’s energy 1Q or other
benchmarking score and its rate tariff to see if
the SIR 1s artificially low for either one or
both of these reasons. This would maintain —

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Could you wrap it
up now?

MR. BROWN: -- yes -— maintain the Prop.
39 standards and at the same time protect school
districts that are trying to do the right thing
for their students by pursuing these projects.
Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, thank you.
Thanks for being here. Bill Orr.

MR. ORR: Thank you, Chair and
Commissioners. 1°m Bill Orr, the Executive
Director of the Collaborative for High
Performance Schools, or CHPS. I’m going to take
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a slightly different tact and focus on the non-
energy components, the non-energy benefits.
First of all, 1°d like to applaud the additional
flexibility and emphasis on Energy Managers, non-
energy benefits, and the use of the training
funds under the revised Guidelines. With that
said, we do have a couple of specific comments or
clarifications. The first one is In terms of
what the Energy Managers can do as eligible
activities. We’d like to suggest that not only
should they be able to review non-energy
benefits, but actually conduct the analysis
themselves.

We also believe that, on page 17, that
the non-energy benefits should be included as a
factor, Factor 8 should be included 1in
prioritizing the low performers, while
maintaining the SIR. There are a number of
projects where, on the surface of things, you may
be able to accomplish energy efficiency, but it
doesn’t really tell the whole story i1n terms of
comfort, in terms of lighting, In terms of
acoustics, and so forth.

The other thing iIs In Appendix 8, we
would also like to clarify that consideration of
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the non-energy benefits are allowable planning
expenditures, it does say in the Guidelines that
they’re allowable project expenditures, but we
just would like to clarify that that includes
that they’re eligible planning expenditures.

On page 12 in Appendix E, we have some
questions just again for clarity, the difference
between matching funds versus supplemental or
leveraged funds. It appears iIn some places that
if you get other resources that they’re actually
counted toward project costs, so I1°d like to
clarify that. And in closing, | would like to
emphasize that CHPS has suggested previously that
we can be a resource to help school districts
make informed decisions working with the
California Lighting Technology Center and others
to develop an online Prop. 39 Guide that we’d
like to see referenced 1In the implementation
handbook.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Okay, thank you
very much for being here. We’ve received
additional copies of the Revised Guidelines, so
anyone who wants to raise their hand, the Public
Advisor will pass those out. Let’s go to Anthony
Andreoni.
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MR. ANDREONI: Good morning,
Commissioners. Thank you for the opportunity to
speak today. I am Anthony Andreoni. 1 am the
Director of Regulatory Affairs for California
Municipal Utilities Association, or CMUA. And 1
just want to echo a few of the comments that were
already addressed. First off, we are very
supportive of Prop. 39. Many of our members have
already been working with many of the school
districts and LEAs. We have a long time
supporting energy efficiency and reducing carbon.
Many of our members continue on that front, on a
number of rules and efforts. Our members are
also the energy experts and, again, stand ready
to help assist as needed.

We do have a few concerns regarding |
think what was provided by San Diego Unified
School District, which really focuses on the
amount of data that may be provided to the Energy
Commission. This data may be very overwhelming
and we would like to work further with the Energy
Commission in trying to reduce some of those
demands and the amount of data.

We also feel that some of the cost-
effectiveness that was just mentioned, going from
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a three to a five percent may be challenging and
limiting. We also would like to spend a little
more time looking at the savings calculator.
Knowing that the most current version was
provided today, maybe a little more time going
over the document and providing a little bit more
input on some of the changes that were made today
would be great.

We do also feel that some of the behavior
changes may not be adequately pinpointed or
addressed In some of the data that was provided.
So again, we are here ready to help and
appreciate the efforts that CEC has made and
thank you for your time.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you for
being here. Let”’s go to Anna Ferrara of the Anna
Ferrara of the School Energy Coalition.

MS. FERRARA: Good morning Chairr and
Members. I am Anna Ferrara with the School
Energy Coalition. We’re made up of School
Districts, County Offices of Education, and
Community Colleges, and consultants who are
focused on school energy projects statewide.

As you can see, they’re coming from two
different perspectives, as Ms. Shirakh mentioned
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earlier; School Districts have a multi-agency,
varied approval process for school construction.
Energy, as you all know, multi-agencied acronyms,
all of that, we have 1t all with school
construction, as well.

I think we appreciate, again, the
timeline that you’ve used because we are working
around students and want to make sure that those
projects go in in the summer months and when
students are out of class, so that’s very
important and we appreciate that. We also
appreciate the changes that have been made, that
have made the Guidelines easier to read for
schools, and also a five-year multi-plan that all
schools may take advantage of and, of course,
changing it from quarterly reporting to annual,
which 1s what schools are more used to doing.

We would be very interested going forward
in seeing how those Guidelines get changed. We
are very glad that they are Guidelines and not
Regulations, and so we know that they may be
changed on a fairly regular basis, but we would
also like to know what might trigger that and how
often that might be up for review because that’s
going to be Important as we move forward. |
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think there’s a difference between efficiencies
and the perspectives that schools and energy
folks look at, energy efficiencies as opposed to
cost-efficiencies, which 1s what schools are
looking at in order to lower their utility bills
and bring those savings to school students”’
priorities. And so that i1s going to be very
important going forward and we hope that there
might be more opportunities to look at the
Guidelines going forward and make those changes
as needed. And again, we appreciate all that you
have done so far. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you. Thank
you for being here. Let’s go to Allison Bially,
Retro Financing [sic].

MS. BIALLY: Good morning, Commissioners.
Congratulations on this great achievement. My
name i1s Allison Birally and 1 serve as the West
Coast Director for Retroficiency —- sorry, |
wrote 1t messy. Retroficiency provides software
solutions to help drive deeper commercial energy
efficiency savings, and less time in class.

I’m really here just to express our
support for the modifications that were made to
the validation methodology for data analytics.
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These new Guidelines create a viable path for
qualified providers, while maintaining necessary
rigor. The resulting market competition will
provide the LEAs with strong options for high
quality data analytics services to help them
understand the efficiency opportunities in their
buildings and to assist 1In their planning and
prioritizing process. So once again, thank you,
thank you for letting me speak, and thank you for
the great work on the Guidelines.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.
Thanks for being here. Tamara with Sempra.

MS. RASBERRY: Thank you, Commissioners.
Tamara Rasberry representing the Sempra Energy
Utilities, SoCal Gas, and San Diego Electric.
And we just want to say that we look forward to
working with our public education customers and
our partners In the energy efficiency industry on
implementing Prop. 39 as intended by the voters
of California.

The Southern California Gas Company and
San Diego Gas & Electric have a team of customer
account representatives, energy efficiency
experts, and our 30-year infrastructure of
delivering service at the disposal of our
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customers to make sure Prop. 39 funds are spent

wisely and effectively. We would like to thank

the staff of the Energy Commission, the CPUC, and

the Department of Education for guiding this

thoughtful process iIn a short amount of time, and

we do support the Guidelines as proposed today.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you very
much for being here. Patrick Keal.

MR. KEAL: Patrick Keal with the Big Ass
Fans. Thank you all for having us today.
Questions were addressed by the very thorough
presentation and we applaud the CEC on all the
hard work you’ve done thus far. We just wanted
to come and express our enthusiasm and our goal
to continue to work with the school system here
as we’ve done under the Guidelines of the
Collaboration for High Performance Schools and
Programs. We’re looking forward to working with
the LEAs to increase energy efficiency and using
the ASHRAE Standard 55 regarding thermal comfort
as our direction. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you.

Thanks for being here. Christopher Ruch.
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MR. RUCH: Hello. Thank you for the
opportunity to be here. My name is Chris Ruch.
I’m an HVAC Technician and | represent NOAA
organization or company, just want to give some
field input from this.

First off, the more 1 look into the CEC,
the more impressed I am. You have a lot to deal
with and you really do put out some good stuff
and really come at 1t from a lot of angles, and 1
appreciate that. From my point of view, what I
want to cover from the field and what I see 1s
covering the i1dea that energy efficiency
retrofits for public schools include funding to
related health improvements and repairs that
contribute to reduced operating costs and
approved health care and safety conditions.

I have the unique experience of teaching
in the classrooms, and then switching careers and
working on the systems on the roofs. From that,
I’ve seen a lot of systems that don’t function
property. And my big interest here is looking at
existing capital and somehow including this into
it, and that you’d look at existing capital and
try and make any improvements or repairs that can
be done on what’s already there. My specific
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concern i1s indoor environmental quality. While 1
focus on ventilation, | really would like to see
an improvement on sound, lighting and air quality
of what’s there. This would improve not only the
health for the buildings, but also the energy
efficiency of the equipment that’s already
installed.

Possibly, part of sequencing or included
along with an Energy Survey, there could be a
baseline assessment of IQ as part of any large
energy projects. I realize this might not be
possible for small projects, but for larger
projects i1t could work, and at a baseline it
would just i1dentify actual measurements of
ventilation, lighting and review of acoustical
issues to make sure that they meet baseline 1Q
Standards for the state.

This would have obvious benefits,
including benefits that many times aren’t seen,
such as the economic benefits of improved
attendance rates, 1mproved health, and Improved
academic performance. Once again, we greatly
appreciate the time and no way am 1 saying

anything against this, this was a great piece of
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work there, and 1 wish to go forward and maybe
look at some of this in the future. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thanks. Thanks
for being here. Manuel Alvarez, Edison.

MR. ALVAREZ: Manuel Alvarez, Southern
California Edison. I’m here this morning to ask
for your support and support these Guidelines. |
think the staff did a major effort and, you know,
we look at our efforts that we’ve been working
with the staff, and the comments that we’ve made
over the last few months and support that. And
we commit to you here to kind of work with all
our touch points on the School Districts, and
with our data needs and your data needs, and try
to get those coordinated the best we can. So |
ask for your support. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you. 1
believe everyone in the room that has given a
blue card in has spoken. So we’ll transition to
the phones, and if there’s anyone else —- please
come forward.

MS. BAUTISTA: Hi. Good afternoon,
Commissioners. My name is Nidia Bautista, I°m
here representing Senator Kevin De Leon, who, as
many of you know, i1s Co-Chair of Proposition 39,
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the California Clean Energy and Jobs Act when it

was passed by the voters jJjust over a year ago.
And we really wanted to be here to

commend the CEC and the staff. We know you’ve

been under a very short timeline, but what we’ve

seen and witnessed as engagement from your staff,

from your Commissioners, really being very
thoughtful and intentional about how to best
implement this program, and 1It”’s just very
reassuring for the Senator to see that,
considering his very strong interest from the

very beginning to ensure that the Energy

Commission had a strong role in implementing this

program.

You know, this is a program that was

voted on by the voters with the expectations that

we will have clear measurements for jobs and
energy savings and, while the Senator as well as
the Governor and the Assembly are very clear
about the fact that K-12 schools, in particular,

are very good recipients for these funds, we do

want to make clear that this is at the end of the

day something we have to return to the voters to
show exactly how well this money has been
invested and that we are improving our school
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sites, but that we all are providing those energy
savings for the long run.

So to that end, 1 know that there are
some specific concerns around even some of the
crafting on the legislative language with regards
to, for example, the requirement on some of the
larger school districts to ensure that they’re
investing at least 50 percent on projects that
are over $250,000. I believe the iIntent there
had been very clear from the Legislature about
wanting to ensure we’re establishing very
meaningful retrofits, but this was not just about
tackling our deferred maintenance lists, but
really ensuring that we’re meeting the iIntent of
the proposition, that’s it.

I know that there are other concerns
related to data, for example, and 1 just want to
underscore that, from my boss, Senator Kevin De
Leon, this is a five-year program, this iIs a
tremendous opportunity for the State of
California, it’s $2.5 billion, a huge investment,
nothing like 1t across the nation, but frankly
the demand out there we know that this i1s still
just a small piece of that. And so if we want to

go back to the voters i1n the future, we’re going
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to have to really make sure that we’re being very
responsible with these funds.

So to that end, again, we want to thank
and applaud the work of the Energy Commission,
and particularly 1 want to thank Marsha and her
staff who have been really great about engaging
us. And we know that this may not be perfect,
you know, this first year out, there may even be
changes coming up in the budget cycle, but our
offices are also open to continue to engage with
you, along with our School Districts and other
entities that are interested in this funding.
Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Well, thank you.
Thank you for being here and certainly thank the
Senator for his inspiration in this area. So if
there’s no one else in the room, let’s go to the
phone. Solar City?

MR. CHIA: Hi. This 1s Dan Chia with
SolarCity. Can everyone hear me?

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Yes.

MR. CHIA: Okay, great. Well, certainly
want to echo comments that were stated previously
about the hard work and dedication of staff and
the Lead Commissioner, the effort was certainly a
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model of regulatory efficiency and stakeholder
engagement that I think other agencies should
take notice of, so thank you for that.

We also speak on behalf of SEIA, the
Solar Energy Industries Association. We support
the Final Draft Guidelines and extend our
gratitude to Commissioner McAllister and staff
for recognizing the role of that clean energy can
play in meeting our climate and economic
development goals, while allowing schools to
direct energy cost savings to students and more
mission critical needs.

We fully acknowledge and support that
energy efficiency ranks higher than distributed
generation on the State’s loading order, and we
commit to working with schools to achieve EE
savings in order to optimize the design of
distributed generation. We are especially
appreciative of the fact that the Guidelines now
remove any ambiguity of the eligibility of Power
Purchase Agreements for Prop. 39 funding. We
believe this ensures that schools have the
maximum Flexibility when considering clean
generation options and that’s consistent with the
goals of Prop. 39 and S.B. 73.
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With respect to leveraging of other
funds, PPAs enable schools to leverage tax and
other benefits not otherwise available to them,
and have the advantages of guaranteed energy

production and savings and maintenance for the

life of the PPA, which is generally 20 years. We

believe this essentially removes the technology
risk of generation projects.

So with that, thank you very much for
your support and dedication.

CHAIRMAN WEISENMILLER: Thank you very
much for your participation. Is Valerie Winn on
the line? Okay, so 1| think at this point we’ve
gotten public comment, so we’re going to
transition over to a conversation among the
Commissioners. One more, please.

MS. GORDON: Hi, Commissioners. Kate
Gordon from Next Generation. After hearing from
Nancy Skinner”s Office and Kevin De Leon’s
Office, I feel it only right that someone
representing Tom Steyer should stand up and say
thank you to the Commission and the staff.
Marsha, you guys have done just a phenomenal job
with these Guidelines. It’s been, 1 know, an
incredible process dealing with stakeholder
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